' SUMMARY REPORT

‘ A.,-Int_egratio"n'Pahe'], [ o S
- - 1997 Category III;Recommendatiogs

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program convened'a panel of 20 technical gxpdm; called the . o
Integration Panel (Attachment A), to provide advice on near-term ecosystem restoration efforts . - -
related to the Bay- Delta System. Specifically, the Integration Panel was given three tasks: -

e , Se.:.l'ectl prqpbsals for the 1997 Categ‘ory m RFP(upto $60'n1i11ion) ST |
* - Identify other high priority proposals (up to $40 million) ,
'* - Review and comment on the CVPIA FY 98 Annual Work Plans

This report prbVides..-é general summary (not projeclt-'sp‘e‘ciﬁ(‘:) of the Integration Pénél’s o
recommendations for the 1997 Category IIT proposals.. Due to legal requirements of . . - - - .
confidentiality, proposal specific information is not available until the final selection ismade. .

The Panel was given a limit of $60 million by CALFED ‘staff for the 1997 Category, ar. ...
proposals. ‘The limit was set at the $60 million level rather than the $70 million identified in the
RFP becatse of the need to reserve funding for administration, contingencies and possibly for
gaps identified by the Integration Panel. The second task given to the Integration Panel was to
identify other high priority proposals that would be selected if additional funding were provided. A‘
The Integration Panel identified approximately $30 million in additional high priority proposals -
or additional high priority actions that need to’be funded to address gaps. The Panel will meet -

" again in November to refine and possibly add to the $30-million package. F unding for the other
high priérity proposals and actions would most likely be provided by federal funds.. The last . o
task, related to the CVPIA, provided a basis for coordinating the ecosystem restoration actions = -
between the Category IIf and CVPIA programs. - A memo describing the Panel CVPIA - —
recommendations and comments will be provided to the USFWS, USBR, Ecosystem Roundtable -
and Restoration Fund Roundtable. - L LT e

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program established atwo step pracess to evaluate and select the 1997
~ -Category III proposals. Thirteen technical review panels; organized by subject; scoredand
evaluated each of the 332 proposals over a three Week period. The Technical Review Panel =~
evaluation sheets were passed onto thé Integration Panel for proposals with a score of 40 or =
higher. The role of the Integration Panel was to select the highest priority proposals based on the.
~ benefits to the RFP priority species and habitats. S ' T A
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2. . Integratlgn Panel Process

Prior to rev1ew1ng the proposals, and to gulde the selectron of proposals, the Integratlon Panel
developed Guiding Principles (Attachment B)- which emphasized restoration of ecosystem

. processes, multiple benefits to species and habitats and other general prmcrples, consistent with
the RFP. In addition, the Panel further refined the priorities for the species and project types . .- |
identified in the RFP (Attachment C).- The Panel included the CVPIA anadromous fish specres

" in their list of species priorities to help them review and comment on the CVPIA Annual Work

plans To 1dent1fy the level of benefit that would be provided by addressmg the stressors, the -
Integration Panel also ranked each of the stressor groups for each of the species (Attachment D). -

The RFP definitions for each stressor are. provrded in Attachment E. In general; based on those :

guiding principles, the species, stressor and project-type pnontles, and the technical review panel
E 1nformatron proposals w1th a passmg techmcal score were selected and gaps 1dent1ﬁed

The Integratlon Panel met for four days to review and select proposals The Panel was fac111tated‘ ‘
" by a CALFED. consultant and notes taken by CALFED staff. The Panel was observed by a staff A

.. person from the Attorney. General’s Office for one of the mornings at the request-of the:

- Ecosystem Roundtable to help monitor the process. Throughout the four days the panel focused -

on the techni¢al and biological merits of each proposal and-all members had an equal voice in thei . .

decisions. If a member was closely assoclated wrth a proposal that panel member d1d not’
‘ partrcrpate 1n the: votmg on that proposal - R ~

- ‘3, | Summary of Categor_'y III Recommended Packag

' The Integratlon Panel recommends fundmg for 51 proposals at a cost.of $60 781 304 A total of

332.proposals were- revrewed by the Techmcal Revrew Panels and approxrmately 150 proposals -

;were forwarded to the Integratlon Panel wrth a passmg score of 40 or more as duected by the

,Many good proposals were recelved in response 0 the Category HI RFP There are a vanety of P

. reasons that proposals were not forwarded on to the Integratlon Panel by the Technical Papels, or .
' not recommended for: funding by the Integratron Panel. Generally, the reasons proposals were o

not recommended mclude

The hmltatlon of avallable fundmg, 2 ‘ ‘ ‘

' The primary benefits were not srgmﬁcantly related to the pnonty specres in the RF P;

" The proposal did not address conflicts that are manifest in the Bay-Delta problem area;: -
The proposal needed to. be rewsed to better address the Category III and CALFED

‘ pnont1es ‘ , . S .

. As the Techmcal Revrew Panels and the Integratlon Panel revrewed and: selected the proposals, B

the panels identifiéd gaps that need to be addressed in future funding cycles ‘Those gaps are’
described in more detail in the next section as the topit is dlscussed However, in general the '
pnmary gaps 1dent1ﬁed by the Integratlon Panel were: - -
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. Water. quahty guldance document needed to ldentlfy and coordmate pnonty actlons to -

maximize ecosystem benefits

. Landscape level monitoring, reporting, and assessment proposals for the CALF ED near-

term ecosystem restoration efforts;

e Research to better understand the life hlstory of green sturgeon and steelhead

. proposals, with breakdowns by stressor, prOJect type, apphcant type habltat type, specxes group, ’j '
and geographic area. o

. %R

4, . Recommended Proposals Summag:

e ‘ .PIOJSCKS on the Feather, Yuba, Amencan and Merced Rwers

The followmg secnons prov:de a general summary of the Integratlon Panel’s recommended

A. Stressor Groups'

The Integration Panel used the followmg stressor groups 1dent1ﬁed in'the RFP to evaluate and
recommend proposals- (Table A). Attachment D prov1des 1nformat10n in the Integratlon Panel

| rankmg for each stressor

. _*Table.A.r Snmmary of Proposals Rec‘ommeh'ded.forFunding -

. StressorpGroups " Dollar Amount %
Hydrograph Aiteratxons o 80 0% -
. {Entrainment- " © . © $6,376,766 - 10% .
' |Barriers and Straying . $705201. 1%
Floodplain/Marshplain changes ' © $21,861,605 - . 36%
“{Channel Form. Changes | $24842,758 41% .
Water Quality. - $5;081’;26Q 8%
Iwater Temperature $53,113 0%
_ Undesirable Specles Interactxons 81,278,730 - 2%
Adverse Harvest Impacts . ~ oo $0 0%
. Popu]anon ManagementlAmﬁmal Propagatlon N . $581,873 1%
*fLand Use’ - 3 - $0 0%
. {Human stturbance I $0 0%
‘Wﬂdﬁre T $0 0% |
Totals’ by stressor group : $60 781 304 100%

'Hydrogl;aph Alteratlons= The Integratlon Panel cons1dered ﬂow changes tobea h1gh pnonty

stressor for most species. 'However, because Category III funds are not available for water
acquisition pro;ects and because there were few proposals that dealt speclﬁcally w1th other e
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;‘ aspects of this stressor, no Category I fundmg was recommended However CVPIA fundmg is - - o

avallable to fill a portlon of thlS need.

Entrm ent. The Integratlon Panel consxdered entramment to be a lugh priority for action for
virtually all priority fish specms The Integration Panel recommended approxnnately $6 million
to fund. fish screens, which provides funds for planning and construction in the Sacramento .
Valley, San Joaquin Valley, and Delta. The Integration Panel recommended furiding for

- screening proposals which prov1ded aximum benefits to the- greatest number of species or funs. .

In addition, screens in some areas are expected to provxde greater benefits than others. For
. example, Suisun Marsh entrainment was not considered of highest concern as other geographxcal
areas due to the funding previously provided to address many-of the larger diversions in the

Marsh. In'addition, not all geographical areas or potentially significant diversions had screemng -

.proposals in the cutrent funding cycle. The. Techmcal Panel 1dent1ﬁed a need for coordmatlon
and guidance for small fish screemng prOJ ects e

Bamers and Straymg Relatlvely few proposals were recelved that spemﬁcally addressed

barriers or straying. However, one proposal that would facilitate greater use of a tnbutary streamf

- for spawmng and rearing was recommended for fundmg

- Floodplam, Marshplam, and Channel Fgrm Changes Many of the proposals that addressed _
" either ﬂoodplam/marshplam changes or- channel form changes actually addressed both stressors.

The Integratlon Panel considéred these stressors a hlgh priority for all salmonid and several other - l

' pnonty species. Approximately $47 rmlhon (77%) of the recommended ﬁmdmg addresses these K

_ stressors.” Proposals that address tlus stressor tend to use an ecosystem approach and did not -
~ typically have a species spemﬁc onentatxon These types of proposals require higher levels of
: fundlng than other proposals due to ]arge land acqulsmon, earth movmg, and/or habltat

‘ restoratlon costs . Ve : .

: Water Quah’_cg The Integratlon Panel recommended proposals that address Water quahty
~ concerns in the Sacramento mainstem, San Joaquln mamstem and Delta. The panel con31dered

this stressor to be of moderate priority for most species for. the near-term; and noted that spemﬁc -
‘benefits were not readlly quantlﬁable The panel indicated that the 51gmﬁcance of potentlal L

~ negative effects at the populatlon level i is not'well understood, and requires more research
. ‘Among the various water quahty issues, the Integration Panel prioritized pesticides as #1, -

selenium as #2, and mercury as #3 as they telate to fisheries impacts to the priority specles from - '

the RFP. Water quality proposals recommended for fundmg provide benefits for all spec1es
Agricultural and urban runoff was identified as the primary source of water quahty concerns,,
rather than mine waste runoff, partrcularly smce runoff ﬁ-om Sprmg Creek at Iron Mountam
Mine i is already being addressed .

The Integratlon Panel 1dent1ﬁed a need for a workgroup of speclahsts to develop a water quahty
. guidance document which ldentlﬁes the key issues for water quality related research-and -

_ unplementatlon that are most relevant to CALFED’s' ecosystem restoration efforts. In general
- the panél ldentlﬁed a need for a more coordmated approach to momtormg, assessment and -
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pubhc outreach regarding agncultural and urban water'quality issues. A specific need was -
' identified for water quality studres regardmg toxics in Sursun Bay sediments.

Water Temperature No proposals were forwarded to the Integratron panel that specrﬁcally
addressed water temperature effects, although proposals that address Shaded Riverine Aquatic ..
habitat had secondary benefits for water temperature. The funding shown in Table Ais aresult -

‘of secondary benefits for water temperature The Integration Panel considered water temperature .
problems a lower priority stressor for most species and runs. Water temperature was considered .
“alow ptiority for winter-run chinook salmon, primarily because construction.of the Shasta Water -
Temperature Curtain hds been completed Water temperature was of greater concern in the San
Joaquin- system than in other areas.

, !lndesurable Species Interactlons The Integratlon Panel consrdered undesu:able specres '~ __
interactions (primarily predation, but also competition) to be a relatively low pnonty stressor for '
‘most of the priority species (partly due to a lack of effective control measures) Durmg this -
" fundmg ¢ycle, undesirable species interactions were of moderate concern for Delta smelt and San - -
Joaquin fall run salmon. Although nine proposals related to undesrrable species interactions .

. were forwarded to the Integration Panel, only one was recommended for funding. Several o

. proposals that pnmanly addressed other stressors, however, had secondary benefits related to

. undesirable species interactions and therefore the recommended furiding’ package includes
81, 278 730 attnbuted to thxs stressor (Table A). R

‘ The Panel 1dent1ﬁed a gap related to fundmg for mtroduced specles in the Delta.’ The Integratron -
Panel generally believed that a proposal ‘was needed related to education and stakeholder
coordination regardmg introduced species in the Delta. Also, they noted that concerns are

- broader than just control of ballast water 1ntroduct10ns the focus of several proposals

" Adverse ﬂarvest Impacts The Integratlon Panel con51dered adverse harvest 1mpacts to be a -
stressor of moderate importance to some of the pnonty species. There were. relatrvely few "

. proposals received that addressed this stressor, and none of them were forwarded from the. .
Technical Panels to the Intégration Panel. Although no furiding for this stressor is recommended“f _
in this’ fundirig cycle; the Integratlon Panel noted that thls was a gap that should be: addressed in
rfuture ﬁmdmg cycles . . o

Bopulatlgn Management/Artlﬁcral Eropagatron These two stressors were grouped by the

Integration Panel due to the’ consrderable overlap in the types of issues. they were addressing.

The Integratlon Panel ranked this stressor as being of moderate to high importance to the- :
... salmonid species. Often proposals received related to this stressor, seven were forwarded to the -
Integration Panel and two were recommended for $581,873 in fundmg These recommended .
proposals. relate to genetic and fish culture research issues that have relatlvely broad apphcatlon

R, for restoration of selected first tier priority spec1es

Land Use. The Integratlon Panel consrdered land use to be a stressor of low to moderate ‘
1mportauce for most of the priority species. Because land use stressors are typrcally mamfested
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as water quahty (pesticide runoff sedxmentatlon, etc ) or channel form (sednnent mput gravel , #
recruitment, etc.) problems, land use was not addressed as a separate category when summanzmg . ' _

recommended proposals or allocatlon of funds

. Human Dlsturbance and Wlldﬁre Human dlsturbance and wﬂdﬁre were consrdered low pnonty
. stressors for the species of intérest.. Only one proposal related: to these: stressors was forwarded to
. the Integratron Panel and no fundmg was recommended ' ‘ : : SR

'_ B. Pro;ect Types

The Integratlon Panel pnontlzed the types of proposed prOJects wrthm the guldelmes of the RFP
(Table B). The project types listed in the RFP were summarized into six categories: S

. Implementation (including construction, land acquisition, and aquatic and terrestnal habitat - -

_restoration), Planning (including. watershed management and ‘planning), Monitoring (mcludmg
water quality), Research, Education, and Operations and Maintenance (O&M). Individual
proposals frequently mcluded components of several ] project types:(e.g., a fish screen would be
an implementation project, but may also have a planning and monitoring and O&M component)
but. they are categonzed by the prOJect type whxch is the largest component of the proposal

Table B Summary of Proposals Recommended for Fundmg

P'roje.ct,.Type Ce ':.,‘.Dol‘larA_mom)t %

-{Implementation. - e L 852607278 . 87%.. .
Planning = : - .. ool 83010915 5%
Monitoring - .. .. .~ S $3335408 . 5%.
Research " . - . .. 0. " .o . . $1,535873° 3% . |
Education - - . .07 U $291,830 0 0%
OgM*- ~ - U e 800 0%

|Totals by Project Type -~ " " 360,781,304° _ 100% ..

* No proposals received for only o & M cost, but several acqursmon proposals had
assoc:ated o0& M costs totalmg approxrmately $900 000 :

- Implementatlon pro_] ects were given the hrghest pnonty because they can drrectly produce o

biological benefits to the- specres or habitats of interest. ‘The unplementatxon pro;ect category can-

in¢lude educatlonal projects that produce direct b1010g1ca1 benefits, pilot. programs and

- demonstratlon projects, and project speclﬁc monitoring. The recommended funding package
allocates approximately $52 million (86%) to 1mp1ementat10n pro;ects Approx1mately $34 5

- million of this is related to land acquisition (15 500 acres). - .

Planmng projects were glven the next hlghest pnonty, and mcluded items such as feasrbrhty

_studies, watershed: planmng, and envrronmental documentatlon efforts Planmng pI'O_] jects are 7' S . ,
: T — o I“ T ‘ " : . Novem'ber 6, 199,7_
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recommended for approximately $3 million (5%) in funding during this cycle. Of the $3 mrlhon,

approxrmately $1.2 million is related to watershed planmng and management

Monitoring projects at the Iandscape level (as opposed to proj ject specrﬁc momtoring that is . o
included under implementation projects) are the third level priority. Landscape level momtonng
is recommended for approxrmately $3 million (5%) in fundmg durmg this cycle.

Lower pnonty proJect types, per the RFP, included research -education, and O&M Research

' proposals were considered if they were focussed, addressed questions-of scientific uncertamty,

and could lead to resolution of issues that would facilitate future prOJect 1mplementatlon
Research projects are recommended for approxrmately $2 million (3%) in funding dunng thls

~ cycle.

Education proposals were emphasized where they are focussed on changmg behavior to reduce a
stressor in the system, as opposed to in-classroom activities. Of the 14 education proposals

received, 8 were forwarded to the Integration Panel and 2 were recommended for funding.

These pro_] ects total approximately $291,830 < 1% of the current fundrng package)

‘Operatlons and maintenance proposals were con51dered the lowest priority for ftmdmg, although :

short term O&M was considered a hlgher priority than long term.. Although no. proposals were -

‘ pnmanly 0&M proposals several acqu1smon proposals mcluded O&M costs.

C Applieant fypes A

 “The Integratlon Panel’s recommended fundmg package mcludes approx1mately $21 mrlhon -
-~ (35%) in awards to Federal- ‘government apphcants a large portion of which is related to land- .
. acquisitions (Table C). Public/non-profit joint ventures are recommended for $16 million (26%)- .

in funding, which also includes significant expendrtures for land acquisition. The total acreage -

- ofland Aacquisition by federal, or public/non-profit joint ventures was approximately 15,300

acres. Local governments or special districts are recommended to receive approx1mate1y $13 -

- million (21%) in funding; a large portion of which is assocxated with construction costs for ﬁsh E
. screens/ladders and channel or floodplain modifications. Recommendatrons for State -

govemment proposals totaled $4 ‘million (6%). Universities are recommended for $3 m11110n
(4%), non-profit groups for $2.7 million (4%) and pnvate groups are recommended for $2

" million (3%)
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Tallle C. Su'm'mal'y‘ of Prepo's"a'ls Recommended for Fundlng

Dollar Amount

Applicant Type %
Federal . -$21;033,010 35%
State ] . $3,909,627 6%
Local Govemmentc’Dlsmcts - $12,821,205° 21% ..
Umversxty . $2,529226 - 4%
Private '$1,877,251 3%
Non-profit L : $2,652,200 4%
_{Public/Non-profit Joint Ventures 3 $15,958,785 26%
560,781,304

100% |

Nrotass by Appliéant 'Ty'pé

D. - Habltat Types‘

. The Integratlon Panel recommended fundmg for each of the pnonty habitat types l1sted in the ;
RFP-(Table: D). The largest amount of* fundmg was recommended for instream aquatlc (37%)

- shaded riverine (28%), and seasonal wetland habitats (19%).. Smaller amounts were

recommended for tidal perennial freshwater marsh, saline marsh, midchannel islands and shoals

and North Delta ag wetlands and perenmal grasslands These recommended funding aliocations

result from an emphaSIS on addressing ﬂoodplam/marshplam change, channel form change and -

entrainment stressors, since these stressors typlcally affect mstream aquatic, SRA and wetland

habltat types

Téb_lé 1,)’-.'. ‘s‘a;iixﬁar_y‘ of Proposals Recommenided for Funding:

2 Habltat Types

PROGRAM

E—034526

“Dollar Amount - - %

A T1da1 perenmal ﬁ'eshwater marsh ‘ $5,,978,‘6'9_'5"l 10%

Seasonal wetland and aquatlc »  $11,735583 . 19%

Instream aquatic - C © $22495538 © 37%

|Shaded riverine aquatic. $17,169,771 28%

Tidal saline marsh - . $1,515,800 2%

Midchannel islands and shoals $653,254 1% -

North Delta ag wetlands and perenmal gmsslands $622,830. 1%

Other habitats co . $0 0%

N/A  $609,833. 1%

Totals by habitat type _ - $60,781,304  100%
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"E.  Species Groups

The Integration Panel recommended funding -for each of the priority speeies listed in the RFP, -
including primary first tier species (San Joaqtiin fall run, winter run, spring run, late fall run,
steelhead, delta smelt, and green sturgeon), primary second tler species (longfin smelt and

splittail), and secondary species (migratory birds and striped bass). The recommended proposals -

reflect the Integration Panel’s guldmg principle to-* empha51ze proposals whlch address
multlple benefits to spec1es habltats or processes upon whlch these specles depend »

Allocatxon of funds among species was summanzed in two dxfferent ways. Allocatlon by _
primary species was based on the spec1es expected to gain the greatest benefit from the project -
(Table E-1). In the case of benefits to multiple salmon runs in the same river (i.e., ‘Sacramento

mainstem), winter run were designated t the primary species. Usmg this summa_ry method wmter -

run and San Joaquln fall run are.the maJor spec1es recommended for fundmg

Beneﬁts to multlple spec1es were also summanzed by allocatmg a percentage of the proposal
* benefits (and recommended ﬁmdmg) to each of the species affected (Table E-2). This summary".
reflects an estimate of the proportional benefits among’ species.. Usmg this method, most of the -

Sacramento River salmonid runs and species are recommended for approximately equal levels of o

. funding. The San Joaquin fall Tun recommendation is for a h1gher level of funding, whichiis a -
“result of it being the only salmon run in the San Joaquin system. Mlgratory birds, as a single- -

.. species group, receive the hlghest proporuon of recommended ﬁlndmg because they benefit from ‘.
* nearly all wetland, marshland, and SRA _projects, and the species group 1s not subdmded into |

“smaller categories like the salmon’ spemes are,

—% BAY-DELTA
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Table E-1. Sumh:ary of Proposals 'Re'cbmnien_ded for F_unding

Dollar Amount %

Primary species benefits _

San Joaguin fall run Chinook Salmon

$19,813,762 = 33%

Late fall run Chinook Salmon. . L 80 0%
Winter run Chinook Salmon o - $17,067,250 . 28%
Spring run Chinook Salmon L . $1,009313 " 2%
Steelhead L T $1,503,371 2%
Splittail L. 85,374,300 9%
Delta smelt . © 81,027,370 - 2%
Longfin smelt , S 80 0 0%
Greensturgeon .~ . o RS 80 0%
Migratory birds . $617,000. 1%
Stripedbass-  ~ © © - oo 80 (%
T 814.278,938 - 23%

[Multiple species

|Totat by primary species

Table E-2. Summaryof Prbl_i“():salé Recommendedfor Fuhdin‘g ;

. '$60,781,304° .  100%

Dollar Amount %

* |Distributed species benefits

., $12,749,092 21%

San Joaquin fall ran Chinook Salmon . . . -

[Late fall run Chinook-Salmon $4,388,721 7%

Winter run Chinook Salmon $4,411,033: © 7%
Spring run Chinook Salmon . $5,572,516 . 9%
Steelhead $5,688915. 9%
" |Splittail $6,210,050  10%
Delta smelt . $3262,661 - 5%
Longfin smelt - . $2,558,886 - 4% -
“|Green sturgeon © $1,582,491 3%
Migratory birds $13,481413  22%
Striped bass . R $875,525 1%
|Total by species '$60,781,304  100%
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‘ F Geographlc Areas

the RFP. As shown in Table F, funding was recommended at varying levels, for-each of the-

major geographic areas. The majority of recommended funding (85%)for proposals falls w1thni o
~ three large ‘geographic areas: -the Sacramento River mainstem and tributaries ($20 mllhon, 33%), -

San J oaqum mamstem and tnbutanes ($20 mllhon, 33%), and Delta ($12 mnlhon, 19%)

' Table F. Summary‘of Propos_alis‘Recqm,mgnded -fpr Fundmg -

%A

E—034529

Geographical Area  Dollar Amount

' Sacramento.Maihstem : - $17,730,750° - 29%
Sacramento Tributaries’ . $2,602,684 4%

Delta _ $11,619,697 19%
East Side Tributaries . $5739,300 . 9% -

" {Suisun Marsh and Bay _'$485,Q.OO . ,' 1%

.[North Bay- - . $874330° . 1%,

San Joa_q\;m Mainstem' . | $12,941,378 21% - -
San Joaquin Tributaries $7313,384 12% . |
Landscape ' $1,474,781 . 2% .
Totals by Geographical Area 560,781,304 100%

N curp November 6; 1997
~g BAY-DELTA
PROGRAM 11
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Sacramento River Mamstem Proposals recommended for fundmg in the Sacramento Rwer
mainstem region address four stressors: floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes,
entrainment, and water quality. - The project types were primarily implementation projects, w1th
- lessor amounts.of planmng and momtonng No funding for the lower Sacramento R1ver .
mamstem was proposed duetoa lack of proposals in that area.

Spemes and habitat types beneﬁted mclude all salmomd spec1es sphttall green sturgeon, stnped
bass, migratory birds, mstream aquatlc habltat and SRA habltat i

- Table F-l. Fu_ndiljg, S‘umnia_ry ferngraphic’al Area: e Shcramenfo' Méi;iste‘m - L

9 proposals and $17,730,750 re¢omh1ended for fdxidihg '

L FUNDED -
Stressor Groups e DollarAmount " %
Entrainment Lo 64896250 . 28%
'[Floodplain/Marshplain changes Ce . $6,085,500 . - 34%
ChannelFormChanges 86,085,500 0 . 34%
WaterQuahty N o 8663,500 - A% .
|Totals by stressor group L o s17730,750 0 1»01'0% S
Project Type - ... . ... Dollar Amount %
Implementation’ L | $16967250 - " 96% -

" {Planning - - oo - .~ $100,000 - . 1%

Monitoring. - L . $663,500 4%

|Zotals by Project Type S $17,730,750 . 100%

—cum | a - N . November 6, 1997
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: Sacramento vaer Tri utanesA ’Ihe recommended proposals address the following stressors
ﬂoodplam/marshplam changes, channel form changes, entrainment, barriers, water quality, and
water temperature. The project types were primarily planning related, with a significant amount
of funding for implementation and a small amount for education. No funding was recommended
for the Yuba or Feather rivers due to a lack of proposals forwarded to the Integration Panel for -
those geographlc areas x - :

Species and habltat types beneﬁted mclude wmter run and spnng run salmon steelhead
mlgratory ‘birds, mstream aquatlc habltat, and SRA habltat -

‘ Table F-2, Ftr'n_di'hg Summary for Geographi‘cal Area: Sacramento Tributariee |
11 ’pro'posals and $2,602,684 recommended for funding

FUNDED

Stressor Groups L ~_ Dollar Amount %
|Entrainment S ss1464T . 20%
Barriers and Straying - T . $705,201" . 27%
'r F]oodplam/Marshplam changes N Co 830,500 1%
. |Channel Form Chanoes L e _ $392,369 . 15% .
r_WaterQuahty ' SR - T 8906,862 C . 35%
+ |Waiter Temperature: Lo e 88313 o 2%
Nfotals by stressorgroup - . 52602684 - 100%
Project Type -  DollarAmount %
'Imple,ment','ation-' ‘ ) | 'A_ e $833,769 “ 32%"
' [Planning - 81699915 . 65%
Education . s DT $69,000 L 3% -
Nrotats y ProjectType - $2602684 . . 100%
5 CALFED - DR ' S ‘November 6, 1997
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Delta. Proposals recommended for funding in the Delta inbhide efforts directed at channel form
changes, floodplain-and marshplain changes, entrainment, water quality; undesxrable species = - ‘
" interactions, and population management/amﬂmal propagatlon The project types were primarily- -
-implementation prOJects, Wlth lessor amounts of momtonng and research and a small amount of

planmng ¥ = - : -

,Spec1es and habltat types beneﬁted mclude all salmomd spec1es, delta and longﬁn smelt
splittail, green sturgeon, stnped ‘bass, migratory birds, instream aquatic habitat, tidal freshwater
and saline marsh, mid-channel 1slands and shoals, seasonal wetlands perenmal grasslands and
SRA habltat - :

Table F-3 Fundmg Summary for Geographlcal Area. " Delta

: 11 proposals and_ $11,619,697 reeommendedfor funding '

‘ : _ : ' FUNDED.
‘ Sfressor_ Groups = L " Dollar Amount L %
| Entramment o o D $27,000 T 0% |
Floodplain/Marshplain changes ‘ o T $4582,005. ... - . 39%
- {Channel Form Changes = T $5650,605 . 0 . 49%.
Water Quality e T 81067,617 .. . 9% -
Undesirable Specxes Interactions . oo 897,600 0 1%
- {Population Management/Amﬁcxal Propagatlon R $194,870 .. 2%
L Tota_Ls‘ bystr'esso}'gro'up s . L L : "$11_',619,,6.97 . K 100%'
. Implementatlon Lo o $9,298,200 e 80%
; .Plannmg oL S - oo - 827,000 0 - 0%
Momtormg ' S L . $1,217,627 o 10%
Research . "~ " I $1,076870 - 9%
TotalsbyProjectType- ' oo 811,619,697 .. : ,100%.
, carEd . ‘ T R . November 6, 1997 B
" —t BAY-DELTA o o : . ‘ : o
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' EastSide Tributaries. The recommended proposals for East Side Tributaties (Mokeluinne, -
Cosumnes, and Calaveras rivers) include ﬂoodplam/marshplam changes and channel form B -
‘ _changes. The project types were nearly all lmplementatxon pro_]ects with a small amount of Do
planning. : T :

'. Spec1es and habitat types benefited 1nclude San Joaquln fall run. salmon smelt, sphttall

migratory birds, instream aquatic habitat, tidal freshwater, mid-channel 1slands and shoals,
: seasonal wetlands, perenmal grasslands, and SRA habitat. : ’

Table F-4. Fundmg Summary for Geographlcal Area:  East Side Tributaries
2 proposals and $5 739,300 recommended for fundmg

FUNDED

StressorGroups. =~ - ° . Dollar Amount Y%
Floodplain/Marshplain changes - $2,869,650 . - 50%
Channeél Form Changes - - R o $2,869,650 . 50%
_________ “|otalsbystressorgroup " 5739300 _100%
@ [ErtE e %
| Implementanon T L $5,374,300 O 94%
Plannmg L - $365,000 6% -
|Totats by Project Type S 85739300 100%
o ~owe0 . - - November 6, 1997
"t BAY.DELTA .. ) : . . . . o L
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Sulsun Marsh and Bay Recommended Smsun Marsh and Bay proposals address.
floodplain/marshplain-changes and channel form changes. Funding for entrainment was -~
considered a lower priority by the Integration Panel for Suisun Marsh compared to other areas
pnmanly because many of the more significant entrainment concerns in the area have been B
‘addressed and in fact received funding previously from Category HI, the 4~Pumps program and
CVPIA The pl‘O_] ect types are. entlrely planmng related

Specres and habrtat types beneﬁted mclude all specres and runs hsted in the RFP t1da1 salme
marsh and SRA habltat

Table F-5 Fundmg Summary for Geographlcal Area. , SuiSun Marsh and Bay
2 proposals and $485,000 reeommended for fimding

FUNDED

Stre‘ssor.Gi'oups ' ‘ S . Dollar Amount S - % ‘.
Floodplain/Marshplain changes .~ .. "' ' §340000 " 70%
Channel Form Changes . =~ - | . . o $145,000 o 30%
Tbrhlc‘bybtréssor;groilp o o L B .$48.‘;',000 : 100%

" |ProjectType =~ - . . Dollar Amount ~ . %
Planming. ..o 'gagso00 100%.

" |Totals by Project Type - - "$485000 . . 100%

GALFED - L ' o o - November 6, 1997 .
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~ North Bay. Recommended North Bay proposals address ﬂoodplam/marshplam changes, channel :
' .. form changes, and undesuable species interactions. ‘The North Bay (particularly the western:

' ‘ : portion) has fewer priority species than other geographlcal areas in the eligibility area, whlch
influenced the number of recommended proposals The Integration Panel consider that i}
steelhead, which may utilize Notth Bay tributaries, are not the Central Vailey stocks that are’
con51dered priority species. Benefits may, however, be realized for other fish species such as.

- splittail or stnped bass. -The project types were pnmanly nnplementatlon pro_)ects with lessor

amounts of educatlon

* The species and habitat benefits for recommended proposals in the North Bay are pnmanly

~ migratory birds, tidal saline marsh, and SRA habitat.

North Bay

» PROGRAM

E—034535

. Table F—6’. Funding Summary for Geographica'l Area:
' 3 proposals and $87d;330 ;reoomfnéndéd for fonding. ‘
Stressdr Gronps - " DollarAmount . S %
P Floodplam/Marshplam changes o -$3zs,750f 37%
. |channel Form Changes '$325,750 37%._
I RS Undesn‘able Speczes Interactlons " $222,830 s 25%:
o “To‘tals by stres'sor group ‘ .$874,330 ‘:, 100%
& P.roje‘ct Type - o Db“?r Amonnt ) %
|implementation - . $651,500 5%
- |Bducation . - $222,830 .25%
" |Totats byProjeéf T_’vpe ' . 8$874,330 " 100% -
- “ o v November 6, 1997
" e BAY-DELTA 17 : o T
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San Joaquin River Mainstem. Recommended San Joaquin mainstem proposals address
floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes, water quality, éntrainment, and -

population management. The project types were pnmanly nnplementatlon projects, thh lessor *
' amounts of monitoring and research.”

“ The species and habitat benefits for recomménded proposais on the San Joaquin mainstem are - -
primarily San Joaquin fall run chinook salmon; sphtta11 mlgratory bn'ds, seasonal wetlands,
mstream aquatic habitat, and SRA habltat
Table F-7. Funding Summary for"Gengaphigal Aréa: . Sam ‘J'(:)éi(jnin Mafnsfgm S

* 5 proposals and $12,94I;378_ré;ommended-for' fupdix_xg

, o , | FUNDED
Stressor Groups . " Dollar Amount %
" [Entrainment C 3938875 - 1%
'Floodplam/Marshplam changes S 85323500 0 . 41% .
- |Channel Form Changes : o .- $5323,500 41%
|water Quatity - - ... .. U $968,5000 . . 1% -
Populanon Management/Amﬁcnal Propagatlon‘ .. - $387,003 .. - 3%
Totals by stressor group o L "'312,‘941,378 I 106%
|Project Type :-. © . . ... . -Dollar Amount " . L%
' |tmplementation L S12057875 . - 93%
Monitoring. - S $496,500 . 4%
IResearch . - . .. R R $387,003 : T 3%
Totals by Project Tfpe ) : e -312,941,3'78 BN 1,00% K
G L B — November 6, 1997. -
— BAY.DELTA o : . : i A
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San Joagum River Tributaries. Recommended San Joaqum tributary proposals address. ,
floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes, and undesirable species interactions. The

- recommended project types were almost entirely related to implementation, with a lessor amount

recommended for planning projects. The Integration Panel noted that the Merced River lacked a

be allocated to the Stanislaus and Merced rivers in the next ﬁmdmg round

 The species and habitat beneﬁts for reédmmendéd proposals in San Joaquin triimtaries are San

Joaquin fall run chinook salmon, sphttall migratory blrds seasonal wetlands, instream aquatlc

_habitat, and SRA habltat

- Table F-8. Funding Sui‘nma‘ry'for Geographical Area:  San Jo:ikluiniji:‘butaﬁels :

6 proposals and $7,313,384 ‘reco,mmﬁ:nded for flindin,'_g

FUNDED

E—034537

. . local stakeholder group to help focus problems and potential actions, and that more effort should oo

Stressor Grou_ps " Dollar Amount %
Floodplam/Marshplam changes Lo © $2,304,700 . . ‘ 32%
+'|Channel Form Changes o | $4,050,385 . 55%
. [Undesirable Species Interactions - .. - . $958300 . - - -13%
Totals by'sti_'éssqr - group - . T ' $Z313,384 : 100%
Project Type = o _DoliarAnit)uilit‘ %
Implementatnon o N L L l $6,979,?;84v ‘ . 95%
‘_'Plannmg o © . $334,000 0 5%
|Totals by Project Type - L 87313384 100%
S CALFED © - ' o . . " November 6,1997
"t BAY-DELTA - o R
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- - closely associated with any specific geographic area, but would instead provide benefits over a

Lan: dscape Several proposals were characterized as “]andscape level” because they were not

~ wider area. These landscape level efforts were approxunately 65% water quahty monitoring and
35% water quahty research proposals. : .

: Table F-9. Funding Summ'ary'foi"Geogra.phical_Area:' - Landséape'
2 proposals and S};474,781 réconimehded'fdr funding

- . FUNDED

Stressor Groups © S . Dollar Amount = . "%
Water Quality - o $1474781 . . . 100%

Totals by stressor group ~ . o 81474781 1100% .

Project Type . A . : _ ‘ . Dollar Amount %
Monitoring . . .. = . $957781 ' 65% -
Research - .= . .00 .. $517,000 . 35%
|7otats by Project Type - . s1,474781 100%
~card . o S November 6, 1997 -
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